his individual life, but little or nothing to say to the
community about the structural organization of society
as a whole? I must state the truth as I see it. The
Church has failed because of timidity.

It was quite easy to advise the individual to be a
good individual. No one created any trouble. But
someone created a great deal of trouble if the Church,
for example, defied all the Manchester economists of
the 1840*5 and told people quite bluntly that to send
children down mines might lead to a very nice economic
society but could in no circumstances lead to a Christian
society.

Nor is that all. Far higher courage is required. In
order to do its duty it will not be enough to condemn
this or that incidental consequence of the development
of the economic society. It is the duty of the Church
to condemn the very foundation on which that society
rests.

Writing in 1862, in Unto this Last, Ruskin said:
"I know of no previous instance in history of a nation's
establishing a systematic disobedience to the first
principles of its religion. The writings which we (ver-
bally) esteem divine not only denounce the love of
money as the source of all evil . . . but declare mam-
mon service to be the accurate and irreconcilable
opposite of God's service . . . whereupon we forthwith
investigate a science of becoming rich as the shortest
road to national prosperity."

Now did the Church think that wrong? Did it think
it an overstatement? Did it think there were other
considerations which ought to be taken into account?
If so, did it say so? No. The Church entirely ignored
that challenge.

And yet it was surely inescapable. From end to^nd
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